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Title III requires that we focus on re-

search programs that minimize pro-
liferation and health risks from the 
spent fuel. And it requires that we 
study the economic implications of 
each technology. 

With Title III, the United States will 
be prepared, some years in the future, 
to make the most intelligent decision 
regarding the future of nuclear energy 
as one of our major power sources. 
Maybe at that time, we’ll have other 
better energy alternatives and decide 
that we can move away from nuclear 
power. Or we may find that we need nu-
clear energy to continue and even ex-
pand its current contribution to our 
nation’s power grid. In any case, this 
research will provide the framework to 
guide Congress in these future deci-
sions. 

I want to specifically discuss one of 
the compromises that Senator MUR-
KOWSKI has developed in his Manager’s 
Amendment. In my view, his largest 
compromise involves the choice be-
tween the Environmental Protection 
Agency or the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission to set the radiation-pro-
tection standards for Yucca Mountain 
and for the ‘‘early release facility.’’ 

The NRC has the technical expertise 
to set these standards. Furthermore, 
the NRC is a non-political organiza-
tion, in sharp contrast to the political 
nature of the EPA. We need unbiased 
technical knowledge in setting these 
standards, there should be no place for 
politics at all. The EPA has proposed a 
draft standard already, that has been 
widely criticized for its inconsistency 
and lack of scientific rigor—events 
that do not enhance their credibility 
for this role. 

I appreciate, however, the care that 
Senator MURKOWSKI has demonstrated 
in providing the ultimate authority to 
the EPA. His new language requires 
both the NRC and the National Acad-
emy of Sciences to comment on the 
EPA’s draft standard. And he provides 
a period of time, until mid-2001, for the 
EPA to assess concerns with their 
standard and issue a valid standard. 

These additions have the effect of 
providing a strong role for both the 
NRC and NAS to share their scientific 
knowledge with the EPA and help 
guide the EPA toward a credible stand-
ard. 

The NRC should be complimented for 
their courageous stand against the 
EPA in this issue. Their issuance of a 
scientifically appropriate standard 
stands in stark contrast to the first ef-
fort from the EPA. Thanks to the ac-
tions of the NRC, the EPA can be guid-
ed toward reasonable standards. 

Certainly my preference is to have 
the NRC issue the final standard. But I 
appreciate the effort that Senator 
MURKOWSKI has expended in seeking 
compromise in this difficult area. 

By following the procedures in the 
Manager’s Amendment, we can allow 

the EPA to set the final standard, guid-
ed by the inputs from the NRC and 
NAS. Thus, I will support the Man-
ager’s Amendment. 

I thank Senator MURKOWSKI for his 
superb leadership in preparing this new 
act. We need to pass this Manager’s 
Amendment with a veto-proof major-
ity, to ensure that we finally attain 
some movement in the nation’s ability 
to deal with high level nuclear waste. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
now ask unanimous consent that there 
be a period for the transaction of rou-
tine morning business with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CALL THE BANKROLL 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, dur-
ing today’s debate on the nuclear waste 
legislation, I want to take my first op-
portunity to Call the Bankroll in the 
new year. 

As we all know, nuclear waste has 
been a very contentious issue in past 
years. 

I’m not here today to recap the argu-
ments on either side, but instead to 
offer the public and my colleagues a 
picture of the money that has been 
spent by interests on both sides of the 
issue. 

Of course the Nuclear Energy Insti-
tute is the chief lobbyist on behalf of 
companies that operate nuclear power 
plants in the U.S., and has led the fight 
for the nuclear waste legislation, in its 
various forms, that is now before us. 

NEI gave more than $135,000 in soft 
money to the parties and more than 
$70,000 in PAC money to candidates in 
the 1998 election cycle. 

In addition to NEI, a number of utili-
ties which operate nuclear plants were 
also significant PAC and soft money 
donors in the ’98 cycle, including: 

Commonwealth Edison, which gave 
$110,000 in soft money and more than 
$106,000 in PAC money, and Florida 
Power and Light, which gave nearly 
$300,000 in soft money to the parties 
and more than $182,000 in PAC money 
to candidates. 

Many of these donors didn’t waste 
any time before donating in the cur-
rent cycle either—NEI already reported 
donating more than $66,000 in soft 
money, and Commonwealth Edison al-
ready reported $90,000 in soft money do-
nations in 1999. 

On the other side of this fight is a co-
alition of environmental groups that 
has opposed this bill in its various 
forms, writing to members of the Sen-
ate last September to urge us to pro-
tect our country and our environment 
by voting against the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Amendments Act of 1999. 

Among these groups is the Sierra 
Club, which gave more than $236,000 in 
PAC money to candidates in the ’98 
cycle, and Friends of the Earth, which 
gave just under $4,000 during that same 
period. 

I also think it’s important here to 
make a larger point that reaches well 
beyond the nuclear waste debate—that 
interests can exercise their clout not 
just through PAC and soft money dona-
tions but through yet another loophole 
in the law—phony issue ads. 

Now it is very difficult to determine 
how much money is spent on phony 
issue ads. They are not reported under 
current law, and they should be. None-
theless, some estimates have been 
made by news organizations and inde-
pendent analysts. The Sierra Club 
spent an estimated $1.5 million on issue 
ads in the ’98 election cycle, and the 
Nuclear Energy Institute reportedly 
spent $600,000 on issue ads in just two 
Senate races in the last cycle. 

Now I can’t say that even this is a 
complete picture of all the interests 
lobbying on this bill, but it does give 
my colleagues and the public some idea 
of what interests are trying to influ-
ence the passage—or the defeat—of this 
bill, and a picture of the huge sums of 
money they are using to pursue their 
goals. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF SEATTLE’S LAW 
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, as many 
of my colleagues know, I had the pleas-
ure—or displeasure—of being in Seattle 
during the now infamous World Trade 
Organization meeting last fall, shortly 
after Congress adjourned for the year. 
The images broadcast via the airwaves 
portrayed a negative image of Seattle 
and a narrow view of the debate in this 
country surrounding free trade. The 
spectacle of the ‘‘Battle in Seattle’’ 
that most of us saw on the evening 
news also did not accurately represent 
the full experience that law enforce-
ment officers on the street endured. 
These officers suffered through appall-
ing work conditions largely attrib-
utable to poor planning by public offi-
cials responsible for such preparation. 
In spite of these conditions, the inci-
dents of confrontation and violence 
were kept to a surprising minimum. 
These fine men and women in law en-
forcement deserve recognition for their 
vigilance, their restraint, and their 
dedication. 

Officers, wearing 60–70 pounds of tear 
gas drenched equipment, were forced to 
stand the line with minimal rest, no 
bathroom facilities, and little food—for 
shifts of 16 to 17 hours. Given the fact 
that officers endured a continual bar-
rage of insults and projectiles from 
out-of-control protestors, I am sur-
prised that there were not more in-
stances where frustration and exhaus-
tion temporarily superceded discipline 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:38 Aug 02, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\S09FE0.000 S09FE0


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-07-05T14:10:12-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




